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ABSTRACT
Background: Ranking of private universities is an emerging phenomenon after the establishment
of Higher Education Commission (HEC) in Pakistan. Ranking is becoming need of time as
public and private universities are competing more and more for business and profit. The
business of private universities depends upon independent revenue generation; therefore, student
retention is crucial for such institutions. Moreover, university image has much to do with
establishing the brand in market to attract quality students and faculty and it can be best assured
through service quality and student satisfaction. Brown and Mazzarol (2009) have suggested that
the university reputation or the institutional image has strong relationship with the perceived
loyalty and belongingness with the institution. According to them the student satisfaction had
weak and indeterminate link with the service quality of both types “human ware” (people and
processes) and “hardware” (tangibles and facilities). This hypothesis has been checked with the
students of seven private universities in Pakistan.
Purpose: In Pakistan, many public universities have an established image, but newly established
private universities are still struggling to establish their name and brand in the market. A study
has been conducted to know how much their efforts have been fruitful so far. The aim of study
has been to find out the variance among behavior of higher education consumers (students) as
they buy the service from private universities in Pakistan. It seeks the answers of following
research questions: 1) whether the universities have been able to transform their consumers into
loyal and engaged customers? 2) What is the role of university’s perceived value in procuring
student satisfaction and loyalty?
Design & Methodology: A quantitative survey was held in seven private universities (4 in
Lahore and one each in Gujranwala, Faisalabad, & Islamabad) with 1400 students. The
instrument was constructed consisting of 42 items for this purpose suiting the theoretical
framework drawn from extensive literature review. The data has been collected within three
schools of each university from undergraduate and graduate students using stratified random
sampling.
Findings:The multivariate effects of satisfaction across universities were measured through
MANOVA.Discriminant analysis has been the most critical tool used for analysis, as not only it
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could distinguish between satisfied and dissatisfied students, but also predicted the strength of
word of mouth and intentions to stay in the university through six service quality indicators
(teaching, management, leadership, campus life, academic services and infrastructure). Structure
Equation Models procured for satisfaction, dissatisfaction and no-dissatisfaction were able to
distinguish strategic paths adopted by universities in their pursuit of service quality and student
satisfaction. Results indicate that people and processes are more important than infrastructure. It
is not the teaching, but the leadership and management that mark all the differences in satisfied
and unsatisfied behaviors of higher education customers.
Limitations: The study has been limited to “W” category universities only in the province of
Punjab. The sample size is small but results are significant for upcoming universities who want
to establish their business in highly lucrative industry – higher education.
Implications: The study outlines differences between the satisfiers and dis-satisfiers and predicts
the future trend of higher education market, providing newly established universities the
guidelines to compete in relatively deregulated market. Moreover, it provides HEC the valuable
information to focus for building future criterion of ranking for private universities in Pakistan.
Keywords: Higher education. Private universities. Ranking. Service quality. Student
satisfaction. Loyalty.

1. Introduction
Plato has said that freedom lies in choice and through higher education we learn to
exercise choice that frees us from shackles of ignorance while granting us eternal bliss –
hallmark of Aristotelian ethics. In the knowledge society of 21st century making the right
decisions has become even more critical as people do not enjoy the liberty of repeating mistakes.
The choice of career and profession and possible entry into it depends upon the choice of
institution one has picked for higher education. Higher education today is known to have
dramatic effect on life style of people (Williams, 2004), providing eligible means of procuring
economic and social change. This awareness has not only increased the demand of higher
education all over the world but its cost as well (Albatch, 2007; Albatch, Reisberg & Rumbley,
2009). Therefore, people are seeking comparative information on universities (Usher and
Savino, 2006) and rankings serve not only as sources of reliable information available to make
3
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choices but better means of accountability as well (Dill and Soo, 2005; Williams and Dyke,
2005).
Rankings serve the purpose of both the customers and producers of higher education. On
one hand, rankings supply information to both customers and policy makers to design adequate
measures for service quality, and on the other they motivate institutions for improvement in
quality (Gormley and Weimer, 1999; Sadlak and Liu, 2007).Thus, the rankings are intertwined
with the public choices; they are the DNA of higher education, which reproduces itself to give
new life to higher education institutions and people inhabiting these organizations (Clarke, 2007;
Federkeil, 2008). Globally, media agencies are involved in commercial ranking of the
universities but in Pakistan, the Government institution, Higher Education Commission (HEC)
has the responsibility of ranking universities across the country. This ranking is not commercial
and is done using reputational measures instead of customers’ experience of service quality. The
study aims to know: how far this reputational measure has been successful in leading people to
make the right choices?
Gutman and Miaoulis (2003) have emphasized upon the public image and branding of the
university as an important aspect of quality because it attracts not only quality students and
faculty but also grants and funding for the institution. They have quoted Reynolds and Gutman
(2001), who regard that the particular name of university invoke special feeling and emotions in
the perceiver, which might be attributed to some specific characteristics of the institution that
makes it more desirable, i.e. the brand image of the university. According to them, “Some of
these elements may be related to the physical aspects of the institution (its buildings and
environment); other elements may be related to organizations and people at the institution (sports
teams, professors, students, administration, clubs, etc.); still other elements may relate to feelings
associated with any of these elements or with special events.”
University reputation is perceived as image (Brown and Mazzarol, 2009). Yang,
Alessandri & Kinsey (2008) have reached on a mutual consensus about the definition of
university reputation. According to them, university reputation “refers to perceptions of the
organization shared by its multiple constituents over time”. By this definition, we understand that
reputation is something which has sustained through past and image is something which is
current and relatively short lived we are unsure that whether a current image will continue with
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the reputation of an organization or will change it for better or worse. Hence satisfaction with
image is important so that it can be constructively built for future.
Private institutions have been generally concerned with issues related to customer
satisfaction (Petruzzellis, D’Uggent &Romanazzi, 2006) and private universities are no
exception. In absence of state grants, the survival of private universities depends on student fees,
thus, they endeavor to maintain a high number of enrolments. Now students are more conscious
of the academic choices they have to make and they are also aware of their rights as
consumer/customer of higher education, therefore they feel more freedom to exercise their
choice. Attracting this upcoming generation as customers is becoming a challenge (Sigala and
Baum, 2003) as they have become “more interactive and more and more selective regarding their
future” influenced by wide variety of choices available (Zafiropoulous and Varna, 2008).
Modern universities have received this challenge well and they are focusing upon
expansion of their programs making them more inclusive and flexible for their diverse customers
(Navarro, Iglesias &Torres, 2005). However, Harvey and Williams (2010) have warned that
marketing of higher education is not an easy target; though universities have their own marketing
departments which remain busy in advertising and promotional activities related to university’s
image, their “ubiquitous” efforts does not seem to work well as they seem to run contrary to
academic values and perspectives held by educationists. They have argued that “selling what
already exists” is not the right way to pursue market demands and marketers of higher education
will have to think beyond the “passing fads of higher education.”
Customer focus is one of the core principles of TQM (total quality management) and
Shaney, Banwet & Karunes (2004) have further argued that students demand a "quality
experience" and their consequent behaviors are exhibited in terms of an attitude towards the
institution, which will help in constructing brand image of the university. Such a consumerist
behavior of university students has led researchers and analysts to regard "quality" as the single
most important factor for long-term success and survival in HE market. The drive for quality or
quality movement in HE, thus, aims at nothing less than “maximizing student satisfaction” and
“minimizing dissatisfaction” with their university life and experiences provided by the
university; not only such efforts help in gaining student retention, they become good
performance indicators for the university to move up local and international rankings
(Blackmore, Douglas & Barnes (2006).
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Dill and Soo (2005) have outlined four dimensions of university effectiveness that are
used by league tables for international ranking of universities. They are: 1) Inputs, including
faculty, student input as well as finances and infrastructure; 2) processes, i.e. teaching; 3)
outputs: the desired outcomes of higher education such as student learning, value addition and
student employability; 4) Reputation, the public image or prestige of the university. Reputation
is indicator of general success of the university in achieving important targets such as quality
intake of students, research grants and high level of ranking. Though not given as much
weightage in League Tables as it is given to faculty research productivity and student intake; it
appears to be the strongest intangible motivation for pulling students towards the particular
institution. Old and established institutions have already classified public repute and academic
prestige, but newly established private universities have to use effective marketing strategies to
brand their image. The research aims to determine whether or not newly founded private
universities are moving in right direction.
However, Dill and Soo (2005) are quite skeptical of reputational measures of quality and
performance; they regard it “controversial” in a sense that it does not directly tell us about two
major attributes of higher education, the quality of teaching and the quality of learning. Dill and
Soo (2005) seem more in agreement with learning theorists, such as Astin (1985; 1996), Kuh
(2003) and Pascarella and Terenzini (1991;1998) who believe that transformative learning
should be the top priority agenda of any higher education institution, and its outcomes the
criterion for ranking.
A university is in fact a business, one that competes for the best students and faculty
(Chieh Hsiung, 2009). Satisfying these stakeholders, therefore, is critical to the overall prosperity
of the university. Customer satisfaction has been defined as the result achieved when “service or
product features respond to customer needs and when the company meets or exceeds customers’
expectations over life time of a product or service” (Juran, 1991). Because satisfaction is defined
from customers’ perspective, all satisfaction improvement projects must start by defining what
customers want and need from a company (Oliver, 1981).
Research has established that there exists a strong link between customer satisfaction and
quality of service and the “satisfaction models” tend to focus upon “individuals' perceived levels
of satisfaction” (Bitner, 1990; Parasuraman, zeithmal, & Berry, 1985; 1988; Zeithaml,
Parasuraman & Berry, 1990). Customer centered quality models suggest that customers regularly
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seek quality in service and when their expectations are met they become satisfied and/or happy
and much satisfied when the service quality is above and beyond their expectations. Contrarily,
customers feel dissatisfaction when service is not up to their expectations, and there is a
perceptible gap between their expectations and the service offered. When the gap is heightened,
the customers do not hesitate in spreading negative word of mouth about the service and the
organization (Joseph et al., 2005; Petruzzellis et al.,2006; Voss, Gruber & Szmigin, 2007).
Hence, not only any organization has to plan a service carefully but it has to deliver it
conscientiously, especially to relatively more intelligent and knowledgeable customer of higher
education.
Heinonen, Strandvik, Mickelsson, Edvardsson, Sundström & Andersson (2010) have
further highlighted that there are no managerial concepts available at present for understanding
the role of service in the consumption experience. Presently the research literature is extant with
measurement of post consumption experience of service (Gro¨nroos, 1982; Parasuraman et al.,
1988; Zeithaml, 1988). In order to understand service dynamics, Heinonen et al. have
differentiated between the experience and perception of the service consumption. They have
argued: even though both experience and perception refer to a person’s subjective understanding
of some external object or event, “experience” contains an element of activity and reflection that
is not innate in “perception.” Thus, “perception” can be seen as the act of subjectively registering
information and forming initial impressions about it, while “experience” is the process of
realizing how these impressions relate to oneself and how one understands and feels about them
(2010, p, 542).
Alves and Raposo (2007) have suggested that universities must take advantage of
establishing enduring relationships with their students. Otherwise, student dissatisfaction could
be a bad omen both for the university and the students resulting in “less number of graduates”
(Walther, 2000; Wiese, 1994), “students wanting a quit or transfer” (Astin, 2001; Chadwick and
Ward, 1987; Dolinsky, 1994; Wiese, 1994) and “negative word of mouth” (Chadwick & Ward,
1987; Dolinsky, 1994; Walther, 2000; Ugolini, 1999).Yang et al. (2008) have posited that
reputation also serves as a relational opportunity as students make a life-time decision to choose
a particular institution to spend 3-7 important years of their life. What they will acquire during
these years, including friends, future life partners, employers, business partners or any other
social networking prospects are going to set direction and limits to their future wellbeing both in
7
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social and economic terms. Therefore, the relational aspect of reputation must be translated into
“affective commitment”, a strong trust that would transform consumers of higher education into
loyal customers. This study is an attempt to know how successful private universities of Pakistan
have been to achieve this objective of gaining loyal customers.
Loyalty is the most desirable outcome of satisfaction. As more and more organizations
are adopting customer centered strategies to sell their products and services, loyalty has become
“the marketplace currency of the twenty-ﬁrst century (Gee, Coates & Nicholson, 2008; Singh
and Sirdeshmukh, 2000). Many practitioners vote in favor of loyalty believing that retaining
customer remains more beneficial for organizations rather than constantly seeking for new ones
(Anderson and Narus, 2004). Pfeifer (2005) has commented that “It costs ﬁve times more to
acquire a new customer than to retain an existing one.” Loyalty has been explained in multiple
ways by researcher, highlighting its various features; to begin with Oliver (1997) states that
loyalty is “a deeply held commitment to rebuy or re-patronize a preferred product or service
consistently in the future, despite situational inﬂuences and marketing efforts having the
potential to cause switching behavior.” Uncles, Dowling & Hammond (2003) have remarked that
consumers tend to exhibit “polygamous behaviors”; they remain loyal to “portfolio of brands
within a product category” (Gee et al., 2008). Similar behaviors are expected from higher
education customers that they will continue further education, in the same institution.
It has also been noted that loyalty is achieved when customers undergo repeated
satisfactory and pleasing experiences with a particular product or a service. Ng and Forbes
(2008) have also pointed out that satisfaction has a “hedonic dimension”, which is affected by
individual student tastes and wants, especially when choosing specific courses or involving
themselves in non-academic activities in the university. Corresponding to Freud’s theory of
pleasure principle, there is a qualitative difference between the concepts satisfaction and
pleasure. The concept of satisfaction is related to gratification of primary needs and pleasure is
achieved when people are able to avoid instinctual tension or “unpleasure”. There are individual
“qualitative thresholds of pleasure and unpleasure” and only a significant amount of satisfaction
will lead to state of pleasure (Freud, 1957). Similarly, Herzberg gave his model of satisfaction,
no-dissatisfaction and motivation with respect to employee needs in a work environment. He has
promulgated that satisfaction and dissatisfaction are two different dimensions and must not be
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seen as opposite to each other (Herzberg, 1968). DeShields, Kara & Kaynak (2005) have further
developed this model in perspective of student satisfaction with university experiences.
Gustafsson, Johnson & Roos (2005) have suggested three important prerequisites of
loyalty; they are: “calculative commitment, affective commitment and overall customer
satisfaction”. According to Anderson and Weitz (1992), “calculative commitment” depends upon
one’s decision related to brand price and its utility. People hesitate to switch-over, because they
may have to pay a huge price; sometimes the price of other brand is too high, which is
unapproachable. In our particular case, the choice of college/university is a onetime life decision
because switching institutions will only cost extra admission fee (Gee et al., 2008). “Affective
commitment” is related to feelings of affiliation and attachment. One feels bonded with
university because of unmatched values it has added to oneself. Partly this feeling could be
derived from the reputation of the institution as well, because of its iconic affiliation with some
celebrities or due to outstanding achievements of others belonging to the same institution.
Brown and Mazarol (2009) have checked loyalty comprising two components
(Evaluative and Emotional); the evaluative dimension studied three popular facets of the loyalty
construct, including positive word of mouth, intentions like repurchasing the service and
involvement in university’s promotional activities. The emotional/affective dimension included
items that measured interest, empathy and belongingness with the university.

2. Conceptual Framework of the Study
Research model has been adapted from the study of Brown and Mazzarol (2009), who
have studied the impact of university’s image on perceived quality of service. Heinonen,
Strandvik, Mickelsson, Edvardsson, Sundström & Andersson (2010) have further highlighted
that there are no managerial concepts available at present for understanding the role of service in
the consumption experience. Presently the research literature is extant with measurement of post
consumption experience of service (Gro¨nroos, 1982; Parasuraman et al., 1988; Zeithaml, 1988).
In order to understand service dynamics, Heinonen et al. have differentiated between the
experience and perception of the service consumption. They have argued: even though both
experience and perception refer to a person’s subjective understanding of some external object or
event, “experience” contains an element of activity and reflection that is not innate in
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“perception.” Thus, “perception” can be seen as the act of subjectively registering information
and forming initial impressions about it, while “experience” is the process of realizing how these
impressions relate to oneself and how one understands and feels about them (2010, p, 542).
The study aims to find out how does perceived value of university and perceived value of
service correspond with each other. And how do both values interact with each other to procure
student satisfaction and loyalty. However, the study does not study the impact of “human ware”
and “hardware” on student satisfaction and loyalty as proposed by Parasuraman et al. (1988), but
it has adopted and Pascarella and Terenzini (1991; 1998). The study has added two unique
variables; they are: leadership and role of perceived outcomes of education and their interactive
effect on student satisfaction and loyalty has been investigated along with “human ware” (people
and processes).
The study deals with two basic research questions:
1) What is the role of university’s perceived value in procuring student
satisfaction and loyalty?
2) Whether or not the private universities of Pakistan have been able to
transform their consumers into loyal and engaged customers?
The image or reputation of the university was conceptualized as one-dimensional factor
comprising either favorableness or un-favorableness for the “W” ranking of the university. The
scale also seeks information how students want the universities to be ranked; whether they want
HEC to revise the ranks or they want ranking category to match student experience? It is
assumed that “W” category sets a certain level of expectations regarding quality teaching
learning services from the university and the current study aims to find out whether or not these
expectations are fulfilled.
Student satisfaction with service quality has been measured across six broader constructs,
namely: Infrastructure, which measures the tangibles dimension of Parasuraman’s SERVQUAL;
Campus Life assesses more social aspects of university life which is more closer to Kuh’s
concept of student engagement (Kuh, 2003); Teaching assesses general satisfaction with teacher
and teaching corresponding to reliability of SERVQUAL; Academics is more concerned with
academic planning, the program of studies and their possible outcome in form of successful
employability, etc.; it is corresponding to assurance of SERVQUAL. Management explores
10
Published by iRepository, 2022

https://ir.iba.edu.pk/icm/2012/day2/9

quality of the service delivery, relating to different processes, such as admission, fee payment,
job placement and complaint handling, corresponding to responsiveness of SERVQUAL.
Leadership includes broader planning including vision and mission and organizational
improvement, etc. Each construct comprise 7 items. Perceived value of the service denotes the
affective dimension of loyalty; it covers reflection over the experience as it creates a meaningful
association of oneself with the university (Heinoinn et al. (2010). Student satisfaction represents
global dimension of satisfaction; it is a snapshot of total experience of students with the
university through “their expectations being fulfilled” (Petruzzellis et al.,2006). Student loyalty
is the most typical evaluative dimension measuring intentions like repurchase and positive word
of mouth (Brown and Mazarol, 2009).

Fig. 1. Conceptual framework of the study

3. Method
A quantitative survey was held to determine satisfaction with the services provided at
seven private universities of Pakistan, out of which four campuses were from Lahore, two from
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Islamabad and one each from Gujranwala and Faisalabad. All universities have been ascribed
“W” rank by HEC, which ensures that these universities are best equipped to provide quality
service to their customers.
Special questionnaire was constructed on five point Likert Scale to measure student
satisfaction with services, perceived value of the university and student loyalty as discussed in
detail in literature review and conceptual framework. The questionnaire was administered
personally and with the help of expert services to students enrolled in undergraduate and
graduate programs in three schools of each university, business, IT and social sciences.
The scale for satisfaction comprised of 42 items and the response options for all items
were: 1="strongly disagree," 2="disagree," 3="neutral,” 4= “agree," and 5="strongly agree." The
scale for loyalty and ranking was dichotomous including response items: 0 = “No” and 1=
“Yes”. The questionnaire was peer reviewed for content validity and was pilot tested with 250
students before administering it for the final study. The reliability coefficient for the pilot was
found to be 0.84 for the pilot and 0.86 for the main study.
The questionnaires were distributed to 1400 students studying at (1) University of Central
Punjab, Lahore, (2) University of Management and Technology, Lahore School of Economics,
Gujranwala Institute for Technology, Superior University Lahore & Faisalabad, Muhammad Ali
Jinnah University, Islamabad and Riphah International University in Lahore and Islamabad. All
universities have been given pseudonym in the analysis to respect the confidentiality and privacy
of the data. The data was collected during March and December, 2011 using stratified random
sampling technique.
81% of the questionnaires were returned, i.e. 1140 out of 1400, out of which only 1002
were complete and were processed further to tabulate results. The questionnaire has gathered
information about students’ background such as age and gender, enrolled program and time
enrollment. Since, it is satisfaction survey aimed to find out student satisfaction with quality of
services, the major areas identified were the quality of infrastructure, campus life, academics,
teaching, management and leadership as projected in the model above. Satisfaction with the
quality of services has been compared across seven universities to find out the difference
between student expectations and loyalty. Student satisfaction with their universities’ HEC
ranking has also been explored to find out how this ranking is influencing buying behavior of

12
Published by iRepository, 2022

https://ir.iba.edu.pk/icm/2012/day2/9

customers of higher education. Moreover, how useful this ranking is both for HEC and the
private universities to regulate higher education market.
All the data were explored through SPSS 17. The data were analyzed by exploratory
factor analysis to identify the natural connections among different items of questionnaire and to
group the items having maximum correlations with one another and minimum correlations with
other items (Anderson, 2003). The differences between the subscales explored by factor analyses
were analyzed across the seven universities by multivariate analysis of variance. Structural
equation models were ultimately developed to envision the conceptual model for the data.

4. Results
4.1.Descriptives
General descriptives of the data provide a preliminary picture of student satisfaction with
services across seven universities under stud y.

Fig.2. The satisfaction with service quality compared across seven universities.
The figure above shows that satisfaction with quality of teaching is almost the same
across all universities except UUT. Satisfaction with quality of campus life varies highly across
universities with UUL and UUS leading with UUG, UUP and UUT to follow respectively; same
is the case with satisfaction with quality of management, leadership and academics. Satisfaction
with quality of infrastructure is almost the same at UUL, UUS and UUG while UUP and UUT
lag behind; whereas, the satisfaction with quality of academics is much lower across all
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universities. For further details of means and standard deviation of scores related to individual
service quality indicators, see Appendix A.
4.2. Exploratory Factor Analysis
Exploratory factor analysis was applied on questionnaire items using varimax rotated
principal axis factoring as shown in Appendix B. The analyses resulted into six factors
(subscales) with high factor loadings, > 0.5 (Widaman, 1990; Fava and Velicer, 1992), also
fulfilling the minimum criteria (at least three items per factor) of defining a factor (Anderson and
Rubin, 1956). KMO and Bartlett’s sphericity test (KMO =0.943, χ² = 15190.750, p < 0.0001)
reported that the data was factorable with KMO value much greater than 0.7 (Kaiser; 1970,
1974) and significant Bartlett’s test. Cronbach’s alpha, a measure of internal consistency was
ideally found to be more than 0.75 (Wang, 2003) for all subscales.
4.3. Global Satisfaction Scores
Since perceived service quality is a global dimension, the scores of six quality indicators
were summed to obtain the global satisfaction scores (adjusting for the number of items i.e, 32).
Perceived service quality was observed to be the highest for UUL with an average score of 3.77
(SD= 0.47) followed by UUS scoring 3.6 (SD=0.67), UUG scoring 3.43 (SD= 0.54), UUP
scoring 3.36 (SD= 0.66), UUM scoring 3.27 (SD= 0.62), UUR scoring 3.09 (SD= 0.51) and
UUT got the minimum score 3.03 (SD= 0.66). So, students of UUL and UUS having score
greater than 3.5 are emitting satisfaction status whereas those of UUG, UUP,UUM, UUR and
UUT are not dissatisfied (having scores about 3) bringing them in the arena of no-dissatisfaction
Table 1. Multivariate and Univariate Analyses of Variance for Six Student Service
Quality Indicators
Multivariate
Univariate
__________________________________________________________________
Source

FaInfrastructureb Campus-Lifeb Academics b Teaching b Management b Leadership

b

University 10.53*
9.99*
(F-ratios)
MSE
26.78

19.63*

6.90

29.46*

12.25

8.47*

22.44

6.63*

33.19

18.12*

27.93
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Note: Multivariate F-ratios were generated from Pillai’s trace.
a. Multivariate df= (36,5970)
b. Univariatedf= (6, 995)
*
p<0.0001

Recommended by Meyers, Gamst & Guarino (2006), equality of variance-covariance
matrices of the dependent variables across the seven universities was tested by Box’s M test
significant at (p < 0.0001) depicting heterogeneity of variances and necessitating the use of
Pillai’s trace for identification of multivariate affect of universities. All six dependent variables
(quality indicators) were significantly different (Pillai’s trace =0.358, F (36, 5970) =10.53, p
<0.0001, partial η² = 0.06) across seven universities.The results are further verified by applying
Tamhane post hoc tests (Appendix A).
5. SEM Analysis
5.1. Model for Analysis
In order to analyse the results of research findings following model has been adopted
from Brown and Mazzarol (2009). The model explains the multiple interactive relationships
between the research variables.
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Fig. 2.Conceptual model for SEM analysis
Discriminant analysis helped us to reduce the six factors originally used to determine
perceptions of service quality to three factors. Infrastructure (tangibility) and campus life (social
factors) and management were excluded, as their effects have been found uniform in promoting
satisfaction and reducing dissatisfaction over all universities.
Education factors are related to how service has actually been delivered. Education 1 is
related to teacher and teaching (people and process) corresponding more to the reliability of
service as outlined by Parasuraman’s SERVQUAL, whereas, Education 2 is related to how
students are actually been approached and dealt with while their stay at university corresponding
more to responsiveness and empathy theme as out lined by Parasuraman’s SERVQUAL.
Leadership factor indicate how the service has been planned and what outcomes were decided
and communicated. The items for this scale were selected from bench-marked quality standards
like ISO 9000 and MBNQ including university-industry linkage and social responsibility, etc.
The conceptual model based on leadership, education, perceived-value, satisfaction,
loyalty and ranking was assessed by AMOS version 16.0. Chi-square, the Comparative fit index
(CFI), the normed fit index (NFI) and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA)
were used for the model evaluation. Results of all fit indexes supported two different models for
satisfaction. P-value associated with Chi-square was insignificant indicating an adequate match
between observed and the proposed model. The CFI and NFI, the measures of relative fit
comparing the proposed model with the null model are acceptable at 0.95 (Hu &Bentler, 1995,
1999; Byrne, 2010). The CFI and NFI for both the models indicated excellent fit. The measure of
discrepancy between the population co-efficients with the sample co-efficients, the RMSEA,
indicate well-fitting model for values closer to zero. The RMSEA for model-1 and model-2
indicated a moderate fit (Loehlin, 2004).
The significant standardized path co-efficients identified by SEM were further analyzed
to explore the impact of factors upon each other(see fig. 4 & 5). The path was considered strong
for the meaningful significance of co-efficients i.e. more than 0.3 (Meyers, Gamst and Guarino,
2006) and indeterminate when any of the factors was not related to all the proposed elements of
other factor (see model-1, educational factors and perceived value).


Ranking is (my university is rightly ranked in W- category)



People and process of service(Teaching)
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Outcomes of Education (Academics)



Leadership (Leadership planning and decision making)



Satisfaction: Most of my expectations have been met by the university



Perceived value-1: I feel that I am valued part/member of this university.



Perceived value-2: I feel I am treated with care and concern in this university.



Loyalty: I advise and recommend my friends & family to join my university.

5.2. Satisfaction Models
Mode-1showsthat the leadership factor was the strongest in terms of its positive impact
upon perceived value and satisfaction, moreover ranking of university has also strong link with
perceived value of service.

Fig.4a. Structural equation model-1 for student satisfaction
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Fig. 4.b. Path analysis of satisfaction model 1
This model is true for two universities: UUL and UUS. It shows strong link between
perceived value of university and perceived value of service, indicating that all expectations
related to “W” category university have been fulfilled by the service. The model also shows
strong trust in leadership that leadership planning will enable them to reach desired outcomes of
education. Though people and processes (teacher and teaching) have strong but indeterminate
link with satisfaction, but satisfaction is actively translated into loyalty, indicating that students
are ready to spread positive word of mouth for university and they will take part in promotional
activities for their university, but signs of repurchase are missing. Similarly, though perceived
value of university exhibits strong affective commitment rather than evaluative, it has poor link
with satisfaction. It means that students are fully aware of other choices in the market and they
won’t hesitate in switching over, as soon as they find an opportunity.
Model - 2
Model-2, the educational factors were strong, positively affecting perceived value and
satisfaction further, satisfaction to loyalty path was also strong and positive.
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Fig.5a. Structural equation model-2 for student satisfaction
This model is true for five universities: UUT, UUP, UUG, UUM and UUR. It shows
strong link between educational factors and satisfaction, indicating that all expectations related to
“W” category university have been fulfilled by the teachers and teaching; teachers’ involvement
will enable them to reach desired outcomes of education. They have but little trust in leadership
and its planning and decision making. There is weak link between perceived value of university
and perceived value of service, and leadership has no link with perceived value of service.
Perceived value of service has also weak link with satisfaction but satisfaction is actively
translated into loyalty, indicating that students are ready to spread positive word of mouth for
university and they will take part in promotional activities for their university, but again signs of
repurchase are missing. Overall, weak affective commitment is exhibited and evaluative
commitment is totally missing. It means that students are fully aware of other choices in the
market and they won’t hesitate in switching over, as soon as they find an opportunity.
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Fig. 5.b. Path analysis of satisfaction model 2

6. Discussion
All over the world higher education is experiencing change and new mental models are
emerging regarding service delivery and customer satisfaction (Heinonen et al. 2010) and we
witness the same in case of Pakistani private universities.One of the major reasons of joining a
university or HEI is its brand name, its existing reputation in the market. Thus satisfaction with
this attribute is compulsory. It is vital that the students exhibit same degree of belongingness and
comfort with the services provided by the university as they had expected at the time of
admission that university will offer them.
However, analyzing these models according to basic five themes proposed by Harvey and
his associates (1993; 2005; 2010), it becomes obvious that quality served here is by no means
“exceptional.” In Model-1 the satisfaction with educational factors is indeterminate, while in
Model -2, there is no link between perceived service quality and leadership or perceived value of
university. Not only it reflects strong consumerism on part of customers; it also reflects that
university leadership is more managerial than academic (Yeilder and Codling, 2004). However,
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the leadership in Model-1 seems successful in creating a successful business model for the
university, by satisfying all three categories of loyalty, i.e. “affective commitment”, “evaluative
commitment” and “global satisfaction” for their customers. This commitment will help
universities to endure long term relationships with their customers, especially students.
Universities in Model-2 appear to be struggling for success, that will help them claim
reputation in the market with titles like “brand image” or “academic prestige”. The reason is low
“affective commitment”, which appears to be weak and indeterminate and does not effectively
translate itself into intentions of repurchase or positive word of mouth. It will be difficult for the
university to sustain quality intake of students, which is mortal threat for any educational
institution. Unless these universities revise their leadership practices, which establishes a strong
organizational bond between the students and universities, the welfare of all stakeholders will be
at risk. The positive aspect of this model is strong trust in people, processes and outcomes of
education, which are the core functions of any higher education institution. However in absence
of link between university and students, this link may be limited to interpersonal relationships of
individual students with few teachers.

7. Conclusions
From the discussion above, we can safely conclude that private universities of Pakistan
have largely been unable to build a reputation of excellence in the market. Student satisfaction
scores for all services are nearer to mean or above average; which gives a perception of “nodissatisfaction” rather than “pure satisfaction” for five out of seven universities (See Fig. 2 and
Appendix A).
Only two out of seven universities have loyal customers and thus claim to produce a
successful business model. But that model is consumerist and service oriented educationists will
always view it skeptically.

8. Limitations of research
The study has been limited to “W” category universities only in the province of
Punjab.Sample size was relatively small as compared to actual number of students enrolled in the
university. But high reliability scores of all constructs for all universities make generalization
possible.
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The questionnaire was designed to collect data based on “self-reporting”, which may
have its own limitations.
The data was collected from students who were enrolled in the university at that time. So
the results might present a linear perspective on the issue customer satisfaction. A
comprehensive mixed methods study, getting opinion from faculty, management and alumni
would provide the holistic picture of the phenomenon “customer satisfaction” with “university
reputation.”

9. Implications
9.1. Implications for higher education
The effect of general services seems to uniform across all universities and does not have
any discriminant effect on student satisfaction or loyalty. This general satisfaction seems to
create a safety net or hygiene conditions for all universities. However, the two core functions of
higher education institutes, general service and education service, appear to create drastic
difference (See Model -1 & Model-2). The higher education is suffering at hands of global
consumerism, parting its ways from its core function teaching and learning (Model -1). High
market competition and lack of government funding is pressurizing the universities to adopt
consumerist approach and accept everyone, who is willing to enter. Thus, universities have
become ordinary market place rapidly losing their image of “Ivory Towers”, and are unable to
serve their customers the service: higher learning and higher values even at high costs. This
situation may have serious implications on ultimate gain of higher education – the social capital.

9.2. Implications for marketing of higher education
Marketing is something more than just planning for selling activities. Marketing gurus
Kotler and Keller (2006) promise us that consumer needs would be met effectively. It requires
that marketing plan must have “substance” in it rather than an airy balloon which keeps slipping
out of the hands of marketers. The essence of marketing drives us to deliver what has been
promised with the customers. Marketing of higher education products and services becomes even
more tough and challenging because the end consumer is not one; but one has to serve and please
a host of stake holders, students, parents, teachers, community and government agencies
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responsible for accreditation and control. The broader is the vision of marketing plan that takes
under its umbrella larger number of stake holders, the more the chances are of its sustainability.
Universities do not fail, nor do any other HEIs, what fails is their marketing plan, which
only offers a lip service to its customers, while failing abruptly to deliver, what has been shown
in colorful brochures and advertisement in media. Though marketing has emerged as a science,
banking heavily on other disciplines like psychology, sociology and anthropology as well and
not just economics and statistics, but results have not been as satisfactory as one would have
expected; it is invoking more consumerism, which is abundant in choice but limited in
consequences, especially in terms of value addition that higher education has been able to
promise over centuries. We need more intra-institution intrinsic efforts in this regard rather than
creating an extrinsic marketing fiasco.
In order to fulfill obligations towards the customers and the society, the private
universities will have to grow out of typical “consumerist rut” and must not try to sell “what
already exists”. First of all we need to redefine customers. We are certain that in higher
education, especially the definition of quality must be “stakeholder relative” (Harvey and
Williams, 2010). We must also understand that all “businesses exist only to create customers”
(Drucker, 1974, p. 61), and it is the customers who will define quality consequently. Therefore,
all leaders must pay attention to “the needs, the realities and the values of the customer”
(Drucker, 1974, p. 64). Higher education customer of 21st century is well informed resident of
knowledge society and cannot adopt passive role and accept with gratitude whatever is being
offered to him in name of a service. Now the services have become an interactive process
(Heinonen et al., 2010) and during such interactions the customer and the service provider coproduce the service with the organization (Micheal, Vargo and Lusch, 2008). It has been debated
that no organization can create service value singularly, but can only offer value propositions and
thus potentially co-create service and the resulting customer value (Heinonen et al., 2010).

9.3. Implications for quality of service delivery
The graduate is not looking for a piece of paper, but the job and a particular lifestyle
he/she may able to enjoy with the job. Therefore, it may be safely assumed that all services by
organizations are intentionally designed and delivered to create value. Perceived service value
refers to customers’ experience of the service company’s total offering, including goods,
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activities, and over time the relationship between the company and the customer that may inspire
trust and belongingness in the customer. It appears from this argument that service delivery is not
a singular experience carried out in a linear direction in a very short span. The customers’
experience of the service is spread over a life span and involves multiple facets of life generating
host of thoughts, feelings and actions that confirm the perceptions of quality. Therefore, we
cannot set the time of obtaining customers’ perception after consumption of the service; rather it
should be a continued practice (Verhoef , Lemon, Parasuraman, Roggeveen, Tsiros &
Schlesinge, 2009).
The higher education leadership must design for the active participation of students in
teaching learning process in and beyond the classroom; this is the strategy through which both
university and students can realize their planned outcomes. Such an active involvement may lead
to successful service encounters and prospective satisfied experience of student customers
(Telford and Mason, 2005). Zeithaml and Bitner (1996) have outlined such experiences as “the
process of customer organizational socialization”, which helps students to gain necessary
information and skills to work in partnership with organizational management to achieve their
mutually agreed goals and reach the desired outcomes meant by service – higher education. A
long term relationship, thus achieved, through such socialization with students may provide an
institution with a type of competitive advantage, particularly at a positive word of mouth level
concerning potential, present and future students, as well as through the possible collaboration
with the institution, especially after graduation, contributing to the (work) placement of recent
graduates.
Earlier it has been stated that the concept of satisfaction is related to gratification of
primary needs and pleasure is achieved when people are able to avoid instinctual tension or
“unpleasure”. There are individual “qualitative thresholds of pleasure and unpleasure” and only a
significant amount of satisfaction will lead to state of pleasure (Freud, 1957). In knowledge
society secondary needs (social-psychological needs) have become more powerful medium for
survival, because by fulfilling these needs (job, status, salary, interpersonal relationships) we can
secure our primary needs. As it is posited by quality theorists that quality is an absolute delight
by the experience, it might be argued that this exceptional quality or delight can be achieved
only, when minimum “unpleasures” or dissatisfactions are encountered in service experience.
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Appendix A
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations of Measures of Student Service Quality Indicators
University Infrastructure
M
SD
UUL
UUS
UUG
UUP
UUT
UUM
UUR

11.53
2.11
(a, a, -, -, -, -, b)
11.73
2.48
(a, a, a, -,b, -, -)
11.70
2.25
(a, a, a, b,-, -, -)
10.78
2.44
(a, -, b, a, a, -, -)
10.03
3.29
(a, b, -, a, a, a, -)
11.31
3.14
(a, a, -, -, -, b, -)
8.69
2.27
(b, a, a, a, a, a, a)

University Infrastructure
M
SD
UUL
UUS
UUG
UUP
UUT
UUM
UUR

26.42
3.67
(-, b, a, -, a, -, a)
23.32
7.60
(a, a, -, a, -, -, b, a)
26.05
5.11
(-, -, a, b, a, -, -)
25.83
5.43
(b, -, a, -, a, -, a)
3.42
6.00
(a, a, b, a, -, -, -)
24.67
6.07
(-, -, -, -, -, -, b)
23.82
4.85
(a, a, -, a, b, -, -)

Campus Life
M
SD

Academics
M
SD

15.43
2.61
(a, b, a, a, a, a, a)
14.25
3.16
(b, a, a, a, a, a, a)
13.01
2.90
(a, a, a, b, -, -, a)
12.13
3.68
(a, a, a, -, b, -, -)
10.25
4.16
(a, a, b, a, a, a, -)
11.98
3.51
(a, a, a, -, -, b, -)
10.99
4.04
(a, a, -, a, -, -, b)

22.18
3.42
(a, -, b, a, a, -, -)
22.05
4.38
(a, b, -, a, a, -, -)
20.59
4.33
(a, -, -, -, -, b, -)
20.98
4.94
(a, -, -, -, -, -, b)
19.28
5.32
(-, a, a, -, b, -, -)
20.26
5.41
(-, a, a, b, -, -, -)
18.73
4.18
(b, a, a, -, -, a, a)

Campus Life
M
SD

M

22.47
3.79
(b, a, a, a, a, a, a)
20.25
5.71
(a, a, b, a, -, a, -)
19.30
4.47
(a, a, -, -, b, -, -)
18.43
5.52
(a, a, a, b, -, -, -)
15.64
5.47
(a, b, a, a, a, -, a)
17.60
5.66
(a, -, a, -, -, b, -)
18.27
5.11
(a, a, -, -, -, -, b)

22.92
3.36
(b, a, a, a, a, a, a)
20.57
5.39
(a, a, b, -, -, -, -)
19.29
4.95
(a, -, -, -, -, b, -)
19.44
5.16
(a, -, -, -, -, -, b)
18.44
5.29
(a, b, a, -, -, -, -)
18.78
5.45
(a, -, -, -, b, -, -)
18.48
5.87
(a, -, -, b, -, -, -)

Academics
SD

Note: Means comparisons are represented at seven levels (separated by commas), one for each university.
At each level, means with the same group of letters differed significantly at 0.05 level from mean of
different letter by Tamhane post hoc test. Blanks indicate insignificant differences.
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Appendix B
Exploratory factor analysis and reliability analyses
No. Factors
1

2

Quality of
Infrastructure

Quality of
Campus Life

Items

Classrooms with proper light, air, space &
furniture.
Library, Mosque, book store, stationary, etc.
Technology like labs, internet, multimedia or
other AV- Aids.

Playgrounds, gymnasium.
Security and emergency first aid.
The recreational activities carried on at campus.
The games & sports activities on campus.

Factor
loadings
.783

Cronbach’s
alpha
0.768

.631
.524

.625
.615
.559

0.770

.596
3

4

5

Academic activities are well planned in ahead.
Quality of
Academic Services There is a variety of available courses and
programs.
All education is learning centered.
Education is corresponding to needs of existing
job markets.
Education has potential to create new job
markets.
Education will promote social responsibility
and citizenship among students.
Teachers are easily available.
Quality of
Teachers have knowledge and expertise in the
Teaching
relative discipline.
Teachers have charismatic and influencing
personality.
Teachers are well equipped with modern
teaching skills.
Teachers are fair in assessment and grading.
Teachers provide necessary guidance and
counseling.
Teachers maintain web portal for teaching
material and communication.
Management cooperates in procuring
Quality of
scholarship and/or any other economic benefit.
Management

.529

0.839

.538
.624
.567
.605
.518
.560
.678

0.874

.762
.712
.649
.616
.569
.615

0.877
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Management is always listening to complaints.
All problems related to teaching and learning
are strategically handled.
The staff uses best competencies and skills to
serve students.
Management plans for students’ internship &
job placement
Management provides adequate alumni
services.
6

Quality of
Leadership

Senior leadership is visible in setting values
and directions for everyone.
Senior leaders strive to create a sustainable,
high-performing organization with a focus on
student learning.
Senior leaders reinforce and reward
contributions of students.
Leadership regularly introduces new
technologies, program or service innovations.
Leadership explores opportunities to consider
and promote the well-being of local
environmental, social, and economic systems.
There is a strong partnership between industry
and your university to support workforce
development.

.633
.717
.669
.640
.601
.612

0.888

.667

.696
.690

.639
.629
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